Rural development, in terms of policy and practice, has been a matter of increasing concern in the Third World. Governments, international agencies and local organisations have attempted to raise the status of rural people through improvement and transformation strategies (Long, 1979) . This concern arose because the development efforts pursued over several decades were failing to eradicate rural poverty and make meaningful improvements to the living conditions of the rural poor (Haque et al., 1975; Griffin, 1979; Lea and Chaudhri, 1983; Ferguson, 1990) . Today rural people have, more than ever before, access to education, health facilities and occupational opportunities. But close examination of their living conditions indicates that although the aggregate level of production and consumption has increased, the distribution of benefits continues to show persistent inequalities (Hayami and Ruttan, 1971; Morrison et al., 1979) . Malnutrition, poverty, illiteracy and unemployment remain common problems. Their persistence and the deterioration of the social conditions in rural communities are a major concern for many developing countries (ILO, 1977; World Bank, 1991a) .
Since the Second World War the mainstream approach in the development literature has been based on the experiences of industrialised countries and inspired by the ideas of such scholars as Rostow, Lewis and Nurkse. The main argument is that urban modernisation, industrialisation and rapid economic growth can help alleviate rural poverty through the trickle-down effect, and that the promotion of agricultural production will accelerate the process of poverty reduction (FAO, 1990a (FAO, , 1990b . However, the impact of agricultural growth on rural people depends on the balance between agricultural growth and rural development strategies. Strategies that are aimed at radical institutional The modernisation debates that dominated development policies and practices from the middle of the twentieth century included a degree of emphasis on agriculture. Influenced by the modernisation paradigm, which considers technological advancement and output growth as the key ingredients of development, many Third World countries adopted strategies that emphasised economic growth and industrialisation in the context of increasingly centralised planning and control of the distribution of resources. It was hoped that this policy would result in economic take off and the eventual spread of benefits throughout the system (Rostow, 1990) . Under the modernisation approach, from the 1950s the policies adopted for rural areas increasingly focused on the industrialisation of agriculture. In consequence there was an emphasis on economies of scale, which resulted in the emergence of large-scale, mechanised farms in many developing countries.
The modernisation of agriculture was a major plank in Iran's development policies in the twentieth century. As part and parcel of the modernisation era (from the 1920s onwards) the Pahlavi dynasty first broke the back of tribal communal holdings by privatising or confiscating much of this land for the crown. In the 1950s a modernisation programme for large holdings was initiated, first in some of the crown lands and then, in the 1960s, through a series of land reforms. These were accompanied by the industrialisation of agriculture and the creation of large agribusiness units, and in the 1970s by the introduction of rural development zones. By adhering to technocratic growth strategies, the goal of economic policy in general and agricultural policy in particular was to achieve maximum growth in aggregate output. Yet despite continued effort the modernisation policies failed to deliver rural prosperity or eradicate rural poverty. This was partly because the regime's modernisation policy had few backward and forward linkages between different sectors of the economy (traditional and modern), particularly in the case of agriculture, and partly because of the low priority given to the scattered population in rural areas and the traditional agricultural sector (Afshar, 1981; Pesaran, 1982) . As a consequence, after the revolution rural reform became an important part of government policy.
Unlike the substantial research on the rural sector before the revolution, the post-revolutionary rural development policies and their impact on rural life have received comparatively little attention. Indeed they have yet to be studied in a systematic way. The existing studies of post-revolutionary rural policies can be divided into four broad groups. The first group focuses on the impact of the state's agrarian policy on agrarian change at the macro level without considering the impact of these policies on rural life. Significant studies in this category include Mojtahed and Esfahani (1989), Yeganeh (1986) , Ashraf (1982 Ashraf ( , 1991 , Schirazi (1993) and Lahsaeizadeh (1993).
Ashraf's early work (1981) focuses on the land question and the peasant struggles after the revolution. He outlines the peasants' uprisings and the moderate political solutions offered by parliament to deal with their grievances. He briefly discusses the effect of the revolution on the relation between the land redistribution and land use systems and shows that, on the one hand, the confiscation of large land holdings by the state resulted in the expansion of the public sector, and on the other hand, the elimination of large land holdings and the weakening of medium-sized land holdings reinforced the position of betteroff peasants.
His analysis is based on a three-year period after the revolution, and his prediction that post-revolutionary reforms would eliminate private capitalism and alter state capitalism has not proved correct. Ashraf's second work (1991) compares agrarian policies before the revolution with those after the revolution. He concludes that in both cases land reforms were initiated from above and benefited the non-revolutionary sector of the rural population. In both cases the sanctions protecting private property remained in place, initially protected by landed interests and after the revolution by religious institutions, which defended it in terms of Islamic teachings (ibid., p. 305). While the prerevolutionary land reform effort was instigated from above to forestall a revolution from below, the post-revolutionary land reform was initiated by the middle stratum, primarily young urban intelligentsia aiming to radicalise the revolutionary movement. While the prerevolutionary programmes led to the fall of the old land-owning class and the emergence of a large agricultural bourgeoisie, the post-revolutionary reform led to the fall of this bourgeoisie and the survival of medium-sized commercial farmers.
Yeganeh's (1986) work is similar to that of Ashraf. An analysis of the land question after the revolution constitutes the main part of his work. He concentrates on the revolution in agrarian structures. According to him: the revolution brought with it new social and structural forces that further transformed the agrarian structure. The fall of the big agricultural bourgeoisie coincided with the maintenance of the middle sector and the expansion of small holdings and peasant farming. In the public sector, the large state-owned farms were preserved, the large private farms were incorporated into the public sector, and the semi-public farm corporations and production cooperatives were dissolved (ibid., p. 79).
Like Ashraf, Yeganeh is only concerned with the few years after the revolution.
The additional points put forward by Lahsaeizadeh (1993) are, first, that in the absence of comprehensive land redistribution, rural poverty remained unresolved, and, second, that the redistribution of smaller plots of land, mostly of poor quality, meant that poverty was redistributed among the rural population.
Mojtahed and Esfahani (1989) examine the impact of government policies on the agricultural sector in comparison with other economic sectors. They state that the agricultural sector remained inefficient in the post-revolutionary era, despite remarkable increases in the use of inputs and the post-revolutionary government's proclaimed emphasis on agricultural development and self-sufficiency in food. The main causes of this weak performance were the government's lopsided control of agricultural prices and low investment in agricultural research and development due to the war with Iraq and the decline in oil revenues. Nevertheless they conclude that the agricultural sector fared better than the rest of the economy owing to agriculture's lesser dependence on capital and skills, which became scarce after the revolution, and the government's increased attention to this sector. Their analysis is based on data up to 1986, and does not include the post-war agricultural performance.
Schirazi (1993) is one of the most recent and comprehensive accounts of the agricultural policies of the Islamic Republic. The book investigates agricultural policy in order to 'examine how Islamists in power have tackled development, the problems that have arisen, the effectiveness of Islamist solutions, and the country's state of development after having been subjected to the Islamist experiment for so long' (ibid., p. 1). The analysis focuses on the perspectives of the different sociopolitical factions in respect of agricultural development until November 1979, the period in which they were responsible for policy, and those of the legalist faction thereafter. Although Schirazi discusses the diverse issues and policies put forward after the revolution, he pays little attention to the impact of agricultural policies on rural Iran. His conclusion that the state's agricultural policies failed to meet rural needs is based on a few studies of rural development projects that were carried out immediately after the implementation of these policies, without taking into account the many longer-term services and initiatives that were also introduced.
The second group of post-revolutionary rural development studies includes a few field studies that focus on specific rural development projects. Socioeconomic studies of the Centres of Services for Rural People and Nomads, the evaluation of mosha cooperatives (collective farming units) carried out by the Institute for Social Studies at the University of Tehran in 1982 and the Organisation of Planning and Budget in 1983, and socioeconomic studies of physical upgrading projects by the Ministry of Jihad in 1988 are notable examples. Some recent studies, conducted in 1989-90, look at the service centres. All of the latter focus on implementation problems or the organisational and interorganisational problems of the projects rather than their impact on rural life.
A major field study on mosha cooperatives was carried out by the University of Tehran in 1983. The bulk of the work is concerned with technical problems, and two problems in particular are highlighted. First, many peasants are not prepared to be forced into collectives, from which they do not expect to receive any concrete benefits. Second, the government has proved incapable of providing the moshas with adequate resources, without which they cannot function.
A major field study on physical upgrading projects was conducted by the Housing and Improvement (Behsazi) Bureau of the Ministry of Jihad at a few village project sites in the eastern part of Eastern Azerbaijan (now Ardabil province) two years after the implementation of the projects in 1986. The main focus was on the attitude of the villagers towards the projects rather than on measuring the socioeconomic impact of the projects. It was concluded that the villagers had a positive attitude towards the projects and welcomed their implementation.
Most of these studies were conducted two or three years after the implementation of the programmes. As well as failing to consider the socioeconomic effects of the projects on rural life, they do not discuss the effect on the countryside of the changes in development strategy and agricultural policy and the institutionalisation of the revolutionary rural organisations.
The third category comprises reports that are mainly based on official sources, such as those by World Bank (1993 Bank ( , 1994 and general descriptions by researchers at rural areas, such as Farazmand (1989) and Loeffler (1983) . These works lack a critical analytical approach.
The fourth category consists of authors who are concerned with the institutional and organisational structure of rural development, such as Ferdows (1983) and Farazmand (1989) . Ferdows discusses the formation of the Jihad-e Sazandegi (the Reconstruction Crusade). His main argument is that the Jihad was the product of a politico-ideological struggle between the two main post-revolutionary political and ideological factions: the liberal-nationalist faction and the Islamic Republic Party. The former was backed by the traditional bureaucratic organisations, while the latter had no status in these organisations and sought to reinforce the Jihad in order to make the bureaucratic organisations follow its policy. According to Ferdows, these ideological conflicts meant that the Jihad did little to resolve the rural problems.
Farazmand (1989) is mainly concerned with the formation of the Ministry of Agriculture and agricultural policies before the revolution, although there is a small section on state-peasant relations in the postrevolutionary era. He briefly describes the different rural institutions formed after the revolution, but in the absence of comprehensive empirical research and sufficient source material -merely a few 'tourist' observations in villages in the Caspian Sea provinces -he inevitably evaluates the post-revolutionary rural policies in a positive light.
The only study of the peasantry themselves is that by Rafipour (1986 Rafipour ( , 1989 . The main aim of his 1986 work was to identify the objective and subjective needs of villagers, the ranking of these needs and the factors that gave rise to their emergence. The study was conducted in 32 selected villages in the province of Yazd. It was found that the actual needs of villagers should be determined before any attempt is made to design and implement a rural programme. The best way to identify these needs is to ask the villagers themselves. With the use of 'needs theory' he concludes that the needs of those who are more highly aware and economically better off are qualitatively and quantitatively greater than those who are less aware and economically worse off. Similarly, the needs in villages with good developmental facilities are quantitatively and qualitatively greater than in villages with poorer developmental facilities. His second work (Rafipour, 1989) , which is one of the few studies to consider rural people's attitude towards the Jihad, focuses on 30 villages in the provinces of Esfahan, Fars and Khorasan. As in his earlier work, he uses 'needs theory' criteria and other qualitative indicators to conclude that the rural population is satisfied with the work of the Jihad.
Thus it is evident that on the whole rural research has focused on the macroeconomic or institutional framework of the development process in post-revolutionary Iran. Furthermore the few studies that do consider the peasantry were conducted over a decade ago and little work has been done on this sector at the micro level in the post-revolutionary era.
The focus of this book is on the long-term socioeconomic impact of post-revolutionary rural reforms in general and their effect on a number of selected villages. Its objective is to ascertain the extent to which the rural development strategies have changed the living conditions of rural people. It is the contention of this book that despite the very best endeavours of the state and obvious improvements in the rural economy and its infrastructure, the revolutionary aim of increasing peasant participation in the processes of decision making at the local level has yet to be realised.
Structure of the book
The book is organised into six chapters. Chapter 1 provides a theoretical framework to explain the process of rural development and the nature of change in rural society. The chapter is divided into three sections. The first discusses concepts and definitions, the processes and dimensions of modernisation theory, and agricultural modernisation. The second section outlines the existing debates on the meaning of development and rural development in a historical context. It also looks at dominant rural development approaches and strategies in developing countries from the 1950s to the early 1990s. The final section traces the direction of rural transformation in developing countries. The main argument is that macro development does not necessarily lead to micro development.
Chapter 2 provides a historical background of agricultural modernisation and rural development in the prerevolutionary era. It starts with a brief outline of agrarian change before the 1962 land reform, with emphasis on the impact of world capitalist development and state policy on agrarian relations. The discussion then moves on the land reform programme and other state rural development policies, and their consequences for Iranian society in general and rural society in particular.
Chapter 3 focuses on the post-revolutionary agricultural and rural development policies. It explains the major changes in rural and agricultural organisations, such as the reorganisation of the prerevolutionary agricultural administration, the establishment of a revolutionary organisation for rural development (the Jihad), the implementation of
